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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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Disposition of Claims 
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8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Amendment 

1 . Acknowledgement is made of Amendment filed January 25, 201 0. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Grimmel et al. (US Patent No.: 6543712) in view of Lewis et al. (US Patent No.: 
4643592). 

For claim 19, Grimmel et al. teach a laying head for forming coils using 
continuous and substantially rectilinear rolled products comprising a support structure 
(reference numeral 36, figure 1), a rotor (reference numeral 12) adapted to rotate about 
its own axis (reference numeral 22) under the action of motor means and held in 
rotation by the support structure by means of bearings (reference numerals 16, 20), 
characterized in that there are only two bearings and at least one of the two bearings 
incorporates vibrations damping means (see figures 1 , 4). Grimmel et al. do not 
specifically disclose the vibrations damping means comprising an oil film bearing of the 
hydrodynamic type. 
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Lewis et al. disclose bearings for a rotating machine using oil (reference 
numerals 1 , 14, 15, 16, 17, figure 1 , see column 5, lines 40-44), and also disclose the 
film bearings for the use of hydraulics (see column 5, lines 64-68), which constitutes the 
hydrodynamic type. 

It would have been obvious to include the oil film bearing of the hydrodynamic 
type as disclosed by Lewis et al. in the invention of Grimmel et al. since Lewis et al. also 
use this technique for vibrations (see the Abstract), and a person of ordinary skill would 
have applied this configuration for reducing the vibrations in the layer head. 

For claim 20, the structure illustrated in figure 1 of Grimmel et al. disclose each of 
the bearings in Grimmel et al. being joined to the pressing device, which can be 
considered to incorporate the vibrations damping means. 

For claim 21 , Grimmel et al. disclose the claimed invention except for at least one 
axial type hydrodynamic bearing being provided in proximity of a rolled product inlet 
side. Lewis et al. disclose the hydrodynamic bearing as explained for claim 19 above, 
and this would be in proximity of the rolled product inlet side when applied to the 
invention of Grimmel et al. (see figure 1 ). It would have been obvious to modify the 
rolled product inlet side of Grimmel et al. to have the bearing of Lewis et al. be in 
proximity, since this would further enhance the reliability of the device for reducing the 
vibrations, and would also achieve acceptable engineering costs. 

For claim 22, Grimmel et al. teach the claimed invention except for the 
hydrodynamic bearing being of the "tilting pad" type. Lewis et al. disclose the bearing 
being a "tilting pad" (see column 5, lines 44-48), and it would have been obvious to 
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include the tilting pad of Lewis in the invention of Grimmel et al. since this would further 
provide vibration reduction in the device. 

4. Claims 23-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Grimmel et al. and Lewis et al. as applied to claims 19 and 20 above, and further in view 
of Raimondi (US Patent No.: 3680932). 

For claim 23, Grimmel et al. and Lewis et al. disclose the claimed invention 
except for the hydrodynamic bearing being of the lobed type. Raimondi discloses the 
bearings having lobes (figures 8, 10, 12, see column 3, lines 1-10). It would have been 
obvious to have the lobed type bearings as disclosed by Raimondi in the inventions of 
Grimmel et al. and Lewis et al. since Raimondi uses this technique to provide bearing 
stability (column 1 , lines 25-28), the same problem the claimed invention is concerned 
with. 

For claims 24-26, Grimmel et al. and Lewis et al. disclose the claimed invention 
except for the hydrodynamic bearing being provided with three lobes, two lobes, or the 
arrangement of the lobes on the bearing being asymmetrical. Raimondi discloses the 
bearing having two or three lobes, and the lobes being asymmetrical (see figures 8, 10, 
12). It would have been obvious to include two, three lobes and the asymmetrical 
configuration as disclosed by Raimondi et al. in the inventions of Grimmel et al. and 
Lewis et al. since this would further limit the number of structural elements and enhance 
the reliability of the system. 
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5. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Grimmel 
et al. and Lewis et al. as applied to claim 19 above, and further in view of Dede (US 
Patent No.: 6135639). 

For claim 27, Grimmel et al. and Lewis et al. disclose the claimed invention 
except for the oil film bearing being of the "squeeze film" type. Dede discloses the 
bearing of the squeeze film type (reference numeral 110, figure 1). It would have been 
obvious to include this squeeze film type bearing as disclosed by Dede in the inventions 
of Grimmel et al. and Lewis et al. for the purpose of further improving the means of 
reducing vibrations in the device. 



Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed January 25, 2010 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. In response to the reference of Grimmel et al. not disclosing the 
features of new independent claim 19, the reference of Grimmel et al. does teach a 
pressing device in figures 1 and 4, and this particular component can constitute the 
vibration dampening means being incorporated into at least one of the two bearings, 
since this pressing component is illustrated to be joined to at least one of the bearings in 
figure 1, and one embodiment of the pressing component is the magnetic bearings 
(reference numeral 44) which applies a magnetic force to the rotor and this force can be 
controlled (see column 3, lines 19-22), and this magnetic force would be able to reduce 
the vibrations in the laying head. In response to a person of ordinary skill being unlikely 
to combine the teachings of Grimmel et al. and Lewis et al. because they are from 
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different technical fields, the reference of Lewis et al. still clearly discloses the invention 
being used for limiting vibrations in rotor machines (column 1, lines 64-68) through the 
use of oil, hydraulic bearings. Even though there may be a supposed difference in the 
technical fields disclosed between the references of Grimmel et al. and Lewis et al., this 
does not prevent a person of ordinary skill from considering the invention of Lewis et al. 
as its disclosure is related to the problem of reducing the vibrations with bearings, the 
same problem the applicant is concerned with, and therefore would still be pertinent and 
would commend itself to the inventor's attention. 



Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ALEX W. MOK whose telephone number is (571 )272- 
9084. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30-5:00 Eastern Time, 1st Friday 
off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Quyen P. Leung can be reached on (571) 272-8188. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Quyen Leung/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2834 

Ik. W. U.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 2834 



